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significant stress or aisqraer. Families were characterized by a ^ 
suBstantlally below avierage score on conflict, by a strong emphasis 
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samples FES profiles are appenaea. (SB1 , 
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A niultipliei't^' of research has attempted to investig^ite the characteris- 
tics of the learhihg disaBled child (Hal lahan and Cruickshank,-1973). A 

. - ■ - - - > - ■ '- -■_ - \ ' - - - -■ ^ ■ 

search of the literature^ however^- reveals a surprising lack of studies in- 

v^stigatihg the relationship betw faetbrs and learning dis- 

ability, ^es (1968), for example^ calls for the investigatiorl of the learn- 
ing disablid child as .a/'totiif organism" yeV faiis to emphasize' that a child . 
grows and develops in an. environment. Full understanding of the child must 
inelu^le^the.environment^ih whiph the child^functions. Caldwell (1967) notes 
that in understanding a child, \the measurement of the environment is equally 
as important as the measuremerit-bfthi developmental processes themselves. 
Existing; investigations of tHe environment, however, have concentrated on depri- 
vation in the phsyical environment and its effects', on the child's develop- 
■ ■ _ ■•*'.■ 4 

_. .. • f _ _ _. ____ _ _ __ _l 

.meht (Bernstein, 1961; Gravibto, Gabna^ and Bireh, 1967; Pavenstedt,M965). 
Equally or more important, it would seem, iS' the soeial/interpersonal environ- 



ment in which the child develops^ particularly the child's relationships to his/ * 

her parents (flullahari and .Bruieksha_nk, 1971). 0f particular intere'st is' 

the documehted\ihf1uehce of parenting style on later school performance - * 
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(Bartdry Diel.marii Eatte|t7 1974; Baumrindi 1971; Bingi 1963). . : . > 

A cbrisi deration yjhich is seldon'i directly .addressed in the Literature; how 
ev^r, is the fact that parenting style is hot- expressed in a vacuum. farfjicU- 
Tarly for the young child, the- expression' of, parenting style takes place, / 
. for the most part; within - the wider context of the family. Se\^eral irives- 
tigations have addressed this issue in. global terms e.g: Wal5erg and Marj'ori- 
benks- (1973) found that the qugli^ of the child's hsme environmerit predicted 



^_ ^ _ _ ■ \ _ _ ■ ■ 

•verbal and non-verbal abilities better than the families^! SES. ether sTud^es 

have found similar results (BaUmrihd and Black, 196h Moore",1967). ^The. pre- 

sent study investigated the family environment of a sampl^ Qf 19 non-irvstitu- 

tionalized learning disabled children. The results provide a preliminary 

objective assessment of family style in this group oft exceptional children. 



Subjects • „ " ' ' . 

. ■ -- ■. ■ . - • ■ ^ . ■ ... • ■ . 

Subvjects for the study-were the families pf 19 learnihg. disabled children. 
These children were diagr^psed as learning disabled by certified School Psychol 
ogistsin the local Illinois school system. Mean age of the children was 12.1' 

- - • •, ■ , t ■ ■ 

•years. All faftlilies were ihtaet, although 21% of the families contained an 

. . _ ■ ___ __ ■_ » ^ 1 

atfoptive or stepfather while 16% Igntained an adoptive or stepmother^ All 

families resided in a rural or sei^i-rural area a^ jthe modal family income 

was $12^000 - $16, GQG per yaar. - ' \ - ' 

Method ■ : . • .'^ 



Parents of learning disabled \children independently completed a demographic 
data form and the Family Environment. Scale (FES). The FES (Moos, 1974) is a pub- 
lished inventory which assesses the social clipte of a family. The. FES focuses 



on the rri^asuremerrt. and description of 1) intirpersdria]) relatidnshrps among 
family members s 2) on the directions of personal growth which are emphasized 
iff'^the family a^M) oh the basic organizational structure of the family. The 
le^ individual scales and descriptions of what they measure appear in Table 1; 
- : . the FES j/^/ completed by ^0 more fatniy memb'ers. The prof ile d^ 
V from one Individual may be used as a deseriptioh of the family enviropent in 
^ which ^he individual ■^ves. Additlonallyi when scores" are available from more 
than 'one family member (as they w&re {in thi^ study i ie. from both parents) the 
individual sebres of the tp or morf members are used to compete a Family ih- 
congruence Score. I'/hili the tendency is for different family members to' view 
thejr family environment similarly, the Ihcbrigruehe^ Score quantifes -the lack 
•» of agreemer^when it exists- and fxpoyides y^itional information about the per- 
, ception bygone or more individuals. The FES i^ scored by converting the raw 
scale score to a T-score (meah^= 50, SB = IB) using the manual. The responses 
Qf a standarizatioh siample of 285 famil ies .were used as the norm group for the 
T-scdre con vers ij&ns. The completed p^^ofile serves to generate a description" 
of the family and ^^1 so- provides a characterization of the family dynamics in 
comparison to the norms "of the standardization sample. 

FES were scored for each of the 19 mother/father pairs. Mean scale 
scores were used to construct a sh'Oup mean profile based^ , on the 19 families . 

(Figure 1). In addition, independent meaft profiles were obtained for the 

"■ '"^^ ^ _ ■_ ■ . . ' . » ^ 

mothers- aiKl fatllers in order to compute a mean incongruence scOre. 

Results and Discussion ^ ' , 

The mean family ehvirohment profile for the 19 families is reported in 
Figure' 1> Perhaps most s|;rii<ing is the lack of any slgnifiqant stress or dis- 



order; In the perception of the parehtSj the family ehvirohriieht;iSi 5n;the • 
_ jShdle These families are characterized by a substantially below average 

'.score bh eonflict (T = 38.6) indi'cat^lng that cdnf Victual interactions and open 
exp^ssion of anger or aggression are infrequent. The families as a whole 
J • exhibXit a strong emphasis on ethical and religious values (T = 60.1 ) which is 
' consistent with rural norms. Overall there is a below average emphasis on 

active recreation (T^ .40.4) and a moderate emphasis on family cbhes ion and — 

S - -v - - ■ r ' ' — ■ ' ■ 

support tT\= 54.8). Organization' and clarity of family rules and responsibil- 
ities are emphasized (T =56.7) and the parents view the family. as representing 
a fairly rigidx system for control on the individual family, member; ;^ 

Inspection of the mean FES profiles for the mothers and fathers' (Figures 
2 and 3) reveals a striking agreement in the perception of tht family environ- 
ment. The- mean incongruence score (T = 45) for the parents of these learning 
(fisabled children i/idciates a greater agreement in perceived family climate 
than was t-ypica-1 of the standardization sample. 

The resultS^ qf this study ari striking in that the degree of disorganiza- 
. tion in the- families of these learning disabled children is substantially less 
"^hah was initially predicted, on the basis of reported research with rlelated 
exceptional child pdpulatidns^{Erifcsbn, 1958, 1969; Miller and Keirn, 1978). 
In addition, this study illustrates, fo^ School Psychologists and teachers, 
- .the utility of the FES in measuring the home environment of learning disabled 
children. In school and clinic settings such information ea?i be of significant 
yalue in directing families and/or their learning idiabled cfiild to the most 
appropriate form of treatment (AbramsahU Kaslow^ 1977). InspecfTfen of several 
profiles will illustrate this value. The combined profile of Family 1, (Figure 4) 
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for' example, is characterized by a significant lack^ci^^fBniily cohes^^ = 27) 
and open express i an of feelings (t = 34), and approximately a mean level of . 
^control (f'= 54) . ' The inspection of the individual .profiles, however, reveals 
r some notable disci^epanc^es, most importantly the differing parental p 
of the families independence and control dimensiorts. The mother (Figure 5) 
views the family enyirorinient as bhe^whieh emphasizes a high level of control 
^ (T = 67) and a low level of ihdepehdehce'fdV' individual family members (t - 28)^. 

. The father (Figure 6) shows an inverse pattern, with perceptions df a lack of 

— ■ ' •■ ■ ' . . , • fe 

,emphasis on control'{T = 40) and a'high degrge of emphasis on the i'ndeperyJehce <^ 
of family, members (T = 51)- . . 

The combined profile of Family 2-j[Figure 7) ilso masks notable differences 
in parental perceptionis^ of the family climate. The discrepancies are most • 
apparent in the expressiveness, independence and control dirjiensidnsi with the ^ 
mother (Figure 8) viewing the family as emphasizing a ffigh level of q^trol (T = 73) 
and cohesion (T ='64), and a low level of independence for family members -(T = 20): . 
The father* on th§ other handsMolws the family as significantly 'less ci^ntrdliing . 
(T = 51), with more, emphasis bn-_ihdeperideriee ( T = 45), and less eehesiveness 
(T=48), than the mother. • , 

These sarrlrie profiles illustrate the utility of the FES in understanding 
the dynamics of the individual family with a learninig disabled child. Armed 
with this tinders tending, families in need of supportivje interventions can be ' ' • 
identified and . directed to appropriate forms of treatment before the onset of ^ 
'significant family distress and its resultant negative impact on the learning 
disabled child. ' • "' 
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: TABLE i 

A Brief Descriptibri of FES Scales 



ish i p Q ijnensipns 



Cohes i oa - lTi€_exten1s to which family merpfcers are concerned and cbmSitted 

to the faynily 'and; the degree to which family mernbers are helpful and 

, supportive of each other. . ; \ * ' 

Expressiveness - The extent to which family members Jare.alibwed afd • 
encouraged to act openly and to express ; their feelings directly. 

Conflict - The extenjt to which the open expression of "^anger and aggression 
and generally conflictual interactions are characteriistic of the 
-family. . . : , ' 

: Personal Growth Dimehsibris 



Xridependence - The extent, to Which family members are encouraged to be :^ - 
as§e_rtivei self-sufficient, to make their own decisions and to * 
think things, out for themselves. ^/ ■ , 

Ach i evement Qr i en tatioh ^^The extent to which different types of activities 
(i.e., school and work) are cast into* ^ri achievement oriented or 
competitive framework. 

Intellectual-Oultulral'^ Orientation^ - The extent to which the , family is 
concerned about political, social, intellectual and cultural' ;- 
activities. , • , > * " ^: 

Active Recreatibnal Orientation - Thd_extent to which the family participate 
actively m .various kinds of recreational and sporting .activities . - 

Mo ra l -Religious ^ Empha sis- - The extient to which the family actively disciisses 
' and emphasizes ethical and religibus issues and valuee./ * 

" : . ' /' I System Maintenance Dii 



Organization - Measures how important, order and orgnnizatioh is iiTthe ' 
_ . family in terms of structuring the^^family activities, finanqial v . 
J,. : planning and explicitness and clarity in re, gar d to family; rules 
and respbnsibiiities , ' 

' ■ ' * " ■ , ". ' , 

Control Assesses /^thg extent to which the family "is organized in a 

hierarchicai^manner, of family rules \and procedures 

V . '. and the extent to which ;family members brder gach other ^^round. 
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Figure^2: Mean Family Erivi>ohnjent. Scale Profile: Mothers 
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Figure 3: 'Mean Farrijiy Environment Sca^e Profile: Fatliers 
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Figure 4 : - Gbmbihed Family Ehvirdhment Scale Profile: Family 1 
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Family Environment Scale Profile: Mother, Family 1 
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Figure 6: Family Environment Scale Profile: Father, Family 1 
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Figure 7: Family Environment Scale Profile: Faiinily 2 Gombined 
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Figure 9: Family Ehvirbrimerit Seale Profile: > Fatiieri Family 2 
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